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Preface 

This  study  is  the  result  of  eight  months  of  rather  concerted  effort  by 
the  Sociology  Department  of  Suffolk  University  In  cooperation  with  the 
Beacon  Hill  Civic  Association.  The  study  la  largely  a  demographic  analysis 
of  the  Beacon  Hill  comnunlty.  This  aspect  of  the  study  attempts  to  discern 
a  "population  profile"  of  Beacon  Hill  as  well  as  document  changes  which  have 
taken  place  over  the  decade  1960-70.  The  study  also  includes  a  sampling  of 
attitudes  which  attempts  to  discover  underlying  feelings  and  sentiments  of 
the  population  relative  to  its  major  concerns  and  behavior. 

While  we  feel  it  is  comprehensive  and  complete,  the  study  merely 
scratches  the  surface,  since  its  contribution  is  to  provide  an  up  to  date, 
objective  look  at  the  Beacon  Rill  comnunity.  The  study  does  not  pretend  to 
be  anything  more  than  this.  It  speaks  for  no  group,  contains  no  value 
Judgements,  and  makes  no  recotenendatlons.   Hopefully  the  study  will  stand 
as  a  starting  point  for  future  planning  and  programs  in  the  Beacon  Hill 
community. 
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,     This  study  was  Initiated  by  the  Sociology  Department  of  Suffolk  University  in 

I 

conjunction  with  the  Beacon  Hill  Civic  Association  on  September  28,  1971.  The 
study  is  somewhat  unique  in  the  fact  that  it  combines  a  qualitative  and  quantitative 
approach.  The  area  comins  under  investigation  is  demarcated  (see  map)  by  the 
following  boundaries:  Bowdoln  St.  to  the  East;  Cambridge  St.,  to  the  North; 
Charles  River  to  the  West  and  Beacon  St,  to  the  South.   The  Census  tracts  involved 
are  201  and  202  with  that  part  of  203  which  falls  within  the  boundaries  previously 
mentioned.   It  will  be  noted  that  the  boundaries  of  the  study  conform  closely 
with  these  census  tracts.* 

In  pursuing  the  study,  two  general  goals  were  in  mind:   First,  a  quantitative, 
demographic  analysis  of  the  census  tract  areas  mentioned  above,  i.e.,  an 
analysis  to  the  population  according  to  the  most  recent  census  data  available 
(this  would  be  1970  data)  and  hopefully  some  comparison  with  past  data  to  arrive 
at  some  sort  of  longitudinal  perspective.   Secondly,  a  qualitative  analysis  of 
Beacon  Hill  which  attempts  to  tap  the  attitudes  and  behavior  of  the  population 
along  several  dluenslons. 

There  are  two  basic  components  of  the  study:   First,  in  conjunction  with  goal 
one  stated  above,  a  demographic  analysis  of  the  population  was  made  through 
adjustment,  interpretation  and  evaluation  of  census  data.  These  data  define 
Beacon  Hill  as  a  physical  and  human  community  and  put  it  into  a  larger  social  and 
cultural  matrix.   The  second  component  of  the  study  has  relevance  for  goal  number 
two;  a  qualitative  analysis  of  Beacon  Hill.  There  are  two  aspects  of  this 
component.   First,  about  the  population;  length  of  stay  in  the  community,  reasons 
for  living  on  Beacon  Hill  and  general  information  pertaining  to  the  relative 
permanence  and  stability  of  the  Hill  in  so  far  as  human  factors  are  concerned. 

*The  Census  Tract  203  includes  part  of  the  Old  West  End' but  was  notincluded  in  thf 
study.  Data  from  Tract  203  is  incomplete  at  this  writing. 
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This  was  accomplished  through  census  data  as  well  as  collected  survey  data, 
^econdly,  within  this  second  component,  a  representative,  saiople  survey  of  the 
population  was  made.  The  major  emphasis  here  is  on  an  interpretation  and 
evaluation  o£  attitudes  and  activities  among  a  random  sampling  of  the  population. 
These  attitudes  and  activities  were  surveyed  along  the  four  community  dimensions 
of  local  government,  economic  activity  and  conditions,  community  interaction  and 
participation  and  socio-cultural  environment.  Such  topics  as  governmental 
services,  rent  structures,  taxes,  evaluation  of  neighborhood  agencies  and 
organizations  and  basic  problems  such  as  noise,  dirt,  traffic,  parking,  etc.,  were 
reflected  in  the  thinking  of  those  who  made  up  our  sample. 

This  second  component  and  part  of  the  first  was  carried  out  through  a  random 
sampling  of  the  population  of  Beacon  Hill  along  the  boundaries  previously  discussed. 
After  the  selection  of  a  random  sampling,  of  which  more  will  be  said  later,  data 
l^was  collected  on  a  door  to  door  basis  by  way  of  a  questionnaire  schedule  which 
was  filled  out  on  the  spot.   Undergraduate  students  majoring  in  Sociology  did 
the  bulk  of  the  Interviewing  with  volunteers  from  the  Beacon  Hill  Civic  Association 
finishing  up.   Due  to  the  extreme  reluctance  of  Beacon  Hill  residents  to  be 
sampled,  our  current  sample  is  smaller  than  originally  anticipated.   It  should 
be  pointed  out  here  that  although  the  areas  demarcated  for  the  purposes  of  the 
study  are  not  "balanced"  within  the  sample,  we  retain  confidence  in  it  since  the 
sample  conforms  in  almost  every  way  with  the  characteristics  of  the  Beacon  Hill 
population  as  a  whole.*  Analysis  of  the  drlved  data  was  accomplished  along  two 
principle  lines.  A  compilation  and  interpretation  of  sample  data  and  a 
compilation  and  Interpolation  of  census  data.  Due  to  tht  limitations  imposed 
by  time  and  money,  a  more  in-depth  analysis  is  not  possible  at  this  time.  This 
should  not  obscure  the  fact  that  since  this  report  is  meant  for  a  general  audience, 
further  analysis  along  these  lines  would  add  little  to  our  validation  of  results. 

*See  the  table  comparing  actual  population  with  sample  population. 
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Part  I 
Census  Data  With  Sample  Background  Data 
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1.  A 

2.  B 

3.  C 
A.  D 

5.  E 

6.  F 

7.  G 


Population  by  Area 
(Sample  Data) 


Nunber 

Percent 

98 

47 

19 

9 

10 

5 

13 
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5A 

26 
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13 
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A.  Area 

For  purposes  of  the  study,  Beacon  Hill  was  divided  Into  seven  areas.  Area  A 
which  comprises  most  to  the  upper  South  slope,  overlapping  part  of  the  North 
Slope  is  a  residential  area  in  need  of  little  attention.  Area  B  in  the  lover 
end  of  Beacon  Hill  facing  Charles  River  is   similar  to  A.  Area  C  is  an  L- 
shaped  segment  of  the  South  Slope,  bordering  on  Beacon  Street  and  stretching 
mid-way  up  Joy  Street.  Although  traditionally,  a  residential  neighborhood,  it 
is  presently  experiencing  a  growth  in  non-residential  use.  Area  D,  at  the 
upper  end  of  the  North  Slope  has  a  large  number  of  rocning  houses.  Suffolk 
University  is  located  here  and  presumably  will  be  influential  in  the  future 
development  of  the  area.  Area  E,  in  the  central  region  of  the  North  Slope  is 
typified  by  its  transcient  population,  its  "dope"  problem  and  its  tenement 
houses.  Area  F  runs  the  length  of  Cambridge  Street,  Small  commercial 
businesses  occupy  street-level  units,  while  residents  live  in  the  upper  floors. 
Area  G,  the  Charles  Street  area  in  the  lower  end  of  the  Hill  is  a  commercial- 
residential  area.   Its  specialty  and  neighborhood  commercial  shops  have  been 
steadily  replaced  by  shops  catering  to  the  young. 
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Population  Density  In  1970  for  Beacon  Hill 
Total  Population Total  Acreage 


Persons/Acre 


Beacon  Hill  10,7A3 

Census  Tract  201  5,A43 

Census  Tract  202  3,828 

Census  Tract  203  1,472 


91.3 
53.5 
25.9 
11.9 


117.6 
101.7 
147.7 
123.6 


Houslnf>  Unit  Density  in  1970  for  Beacon  Hill 


Total  Housing 

Total 

Housing  Units/ 

Units 

Acreage 

Acre 

Beacon  Hill 

7,011 

91.3 

76.7 

Census  Tract  201 

3,403 

53.5 

63.6 

^  Census  Tract  202 

2,485 

25.9 

95.9 

Census  Tract  203 

1,123 

11.9 

94.3 
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B.  Housing 

Housing  Unit  Characteristics  -  1970  Census 

Only  9%  of  the  total  housing  units  on  Beacon  Hill  were  ovmer  occupied, 
71%  of  which  are  located  In  the  tract  201  area.  The  owner  occupancy  rate  of 
the  tract  201  area  Is  twice  that  of  tract  202  and  3  times  that  of  tract  203. 
Of  all  the  tract  areas,  tract  203  has  the  lowest  percent  composition  of  owner- 
occupied  units  and  the  largest  percent  composition  of  unoccupied  xinlts* 
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Rental  Contracta  of  Renter  Occupied  Units  In  1970  for  Beacon  Hill 


Tract 

Tract 

Area 

%of 

0201 

0202 

Total 

Area 

Total 

Less  than  $60.00 

46 

73 

119 

2 

$60-79 

132 

241 

373 

8 

$80-99 

156 

257 

413 

8 

$100-149 

637 

883 

1,520 

31 

$150-0ver 

1,728 

729 

2,457 

50 

No  Cash  Rent 

A8 

11 

59 

1 

Total 

2,747 

2,194 

4,941 

100 

Median  Rent 
Average  Rent 

$150-Over 
$186 

$100-149  Over 
$135 

$150-Over 

Value  of  Owner  Occupied  Units  in  1970  for  Beacon  Hill 


Tract 

Tract 

Area 

%of 

0201 

0202 

Total 

Area 
Total 

Under  $5,000 

0 

1 

1 

0 

$5,000-9,999 

0 

2 

2 

1 

$10,000-14,999 

1 

2 

3 

1 

$15,000-19,999 

0 

1 

1 

0 

$20,000-24,999 

3 

4 

7 

3 

$25,000-0ver 
Total 

207 

51 

258 

95 

211 

61 

272 

100 

Average  Total 

$56,900 

$44,800 

Rents  and  Property  value  are  higher  in  tract  0201  than  0202  as  indicated 
by  the  above  median  and  averages. 
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^Males  account  for  A6%  of  the  population,  females  54Z.  Only  22  of  the  population 
Is  non-white.  More  than  half  (53%)  of  the  population  Is  single;  28Z  are  married. 
There  is  approximately  an  equal  number  of  males  in  each  tract.  However,  there 
is  a  significantly  larger  number  of  females  in  tract  201  than  tract  202,  The 
ratio  of  males  to  females  In  census  tract  0201  is  roughly  7:9.  The  ratio  in 
tract  0202  is  about  1:1  with  slightly  more  males. 

General  Population  Characteristics  in  1970  for  Beacon  Hill 


Tract 

Tract 

Area 

%of 

0201 

0202 

Total 

Area 
Total 

Count  of  all  persons  5,443  3,828  9,271  100 

Count  of  all  males  2,358  1,949  4,307  46 

Count  of  all  females  3,085  1,879  4,964  54 

) 

l^ite  5,362  3,656  9,018  98 

Non-white  81  172  253  2 

White  Males  2,315  1,842  4,157  45 

White  Females  3,049  1,814  4,863  52 

Non-white  I'lales  43  107  150  2 

Non-white  Females  36  65  101  1 

Married  Persons  1,557  873  2,430  28 

Single  Persons  2,790  2,231  5,021  58 

Widowed  Persons  358  188  546  6 

Divorced  Persons  273  250  523  6 

Separated  Persons  74  81  155  2 
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f  There  fs  approximately  an  equal  number  of  m  ies   In  each  tract. 

However,  there  Is  a  significantly  larger  number  of  females  In  tract  0201  than 
tract  0202.  The 


Males 

Tract  0201    %   of  total 

2356          $2^ 

Tract  0202 
1949 

55  of  Total 

T8^ 

Area  total 
— 430T- 

Fema 1 es 

3085          62? 

1879 

385? 

4964 

Males 

Tract  0201 
•■?3$5 

Tract  0202 
1949 

DIf. 

4(D9 

Fema 1 es 

3085 

1879 

1206 

ratio  of  males  to  females  In  census  tract  0201  Is  roughly  7:9.  The  ratio 
In  tract  0202  Is  about  1:1  with  slightly  more  /na Ies. 
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Age  Distribution  for  Beacon  Hill  -  1970 


Tract 

%of 

Tract 

%of 

0201 

Tract 

0202 

Tract 

Total 

Total 

Area 
Total 


181 

126 

97 

230 

1,026 

1,458 

616 

A05 

250 

295 

453 

306 

5,443 


3 

2 

2 

4 

19 

27 

11 

7 

5 

5 

8 

6 


99% 


113 
54 

39 

188 
1,229 
841 
312 
295 
119 
199 
303 
136 
3,828 


3 
1 
1 
5 
32 
22 
8 
8 
3 
5 
8 
4 


100% 


294 

180 

136 

418 

2,255 

2,299 

928 

700 

369 

494 

756 

442 

9,271 


%of 

Area 

Total 


3 

2 

1 

5 

24 

25 

10 

8 

4 

5 

8 

5 


100% 


Tract 
0201 


%of 

Tract 

Total 


Tract 
0202 


%of 

Tract 

Total 


Area 
Total 


Zo£ 

Area 
Total 


181 

3 

113 

3 

294 

453 

8 

281 

7 

734 

1,026 

19 

1,229 

32 

2,255 

2,074 

38 

1,153 

30 

3,227 

950 

17 

613 

16 

1,563 

759 

14 

439 

11 

1,198 

5,443 


99% 


3,828 


99% 


9,271 
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General  Population  Arc  Distribution  -  1970 

Only  12%  of  the  population  is  19  years  old  and  younger,  whereas  24%  is 
between  the  ages  20-24  years,  (the  largest  age  group).  The  second  largest  age 
group  is  the  25-34  year  group  with  25%  of  the  population  falling  in  this  category. 
Those  who  are  35  years  and  older  comprise  40%  of  the  total  population.  The 
greatest  divergence  between  the  2  census  tracts  is  in  the  20-24  year  age  groups, 
with  a  13%  difference  in  age  conposition.  This  age  group  makes  up  19%  of  the 
tract  201  population  and  32%  of  the  tract  202  population,  a  13%  difference  in  age 
composition.   The  25-34  year  group  makes  up  27%  of  the  tract  201  population  and 
22%  of  the  tract  202  population.  Those  who  are  35  and  over  are  42%  of  the  tract 
201  population  and  36%  of  the  tract  202  population.   In  general,  residents  of 
tract  201  tend  to  be  middle-aged  and  elderly,  whereas,  tract  202  is  heavily 
weighted  by  young  adults. 

The  Survey  Saaplo 

Those  included  in  the  sample  were  randomly  selected  from  a  universe  provided 
by  the  1971  Boston  Police  Census.  A  major  problem  encountered  during  the  sampling 
process  was  due  to  the  transient  nature  of  Beacon  Hill  residents.  Those  who  had 
moved  since  the  taking  of  the  census  were  systematically  replaced.  Although  the 
sample  is  not  representative  on  an  area-basis,  with  areas  A  and  E  being  over- 
represented,  it  is  representative  of  the  population  as  a  whole  based  on  the  1970 
Federal  Census. 

Of  those  included  in  the  study,  53%  were  female,  43%  male.  These  figures 
conform  with  the  sex  distribution  of  the  population  as  a  whole  with  54%  female 
and  46%  male.  According  to  the  Federal  Census,  24%  of  the  Beacon  Hill  population 
were  in  the  20-24  years  age  group.  Nearly  60%  of  the  total  population  were  in 
the  20-44  years  age  group.  A  mere  12.9%  were  65  and  over.  The  median  age  was 
found  to  be  within  the  25-35  age  group.  In  accordance  with  the  Federal  Census, 
25%  of  those  sampled  were  between  the  ages  of  19-24,  while  67/E  were  included  in 
the  age  groups  19-44  years.  Those  who  were  65  years  and  older  comprised  11%  of 
the  Sample.  The  median  age  fell  within  the  25-44  age  group. 
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The  1970  Federal  Census  Indicates  that  of  the  total  population,  567.   were 
single,  28Z  married,  and  1A%  fell  into  the  category  of  "no  longer  married"  being 
either  widowed,  separated,  or  divorced.  Of  those  sanpled,  55%  were  single, 
35%  married,  and  7%  "no  longer  married".  Although  those  married  were  slightly 
over-represented,  this  can  be  compensated  by  the  fact  that  it  did  not  affect  the 
representation  of  the  single  population.  See  Table  3. 


As  many  es  76%  of  those  sanpled  had  sorae  form  of  higher  education,  with  28% 
having  graduated  college  and  24%  having  dono  s-n^  graduate  study.  On.Ty  16%  of 
the  sample  have  gone  as  far  as  the  grade  sr'icol  or  hif^h  school  level.  The 
income  distribution  shows  that  37%  earned  $7,090  or  le9S,  21%  earned  betveen 
$7,000-$ll,000,  while  22%  earned  more  Lhan  $1.1,000.  See  Tables  6A  and  6B. 

As  indicated  by  the  Federal  Crnsuc,  8.7%  of  the  housing  units  were  o:mcr- 
Ifoccupied,  83.4%  were  renter-occupied  and  7.9%  were  vacant.   Included  in  the  sample 
population  were  15%  ovmers  and  85%  ronf.ers.  Although  hone  owners  were  over- 
represented,  this  was  felt  to  be  advantageous  since  hong  o^raers  would  tend  to  be 
more  stable  residents,  and  would  therefore  be  in  a  better  position  over  renters 
to  give  an  accurate  account  of  living  conditions  on  Beacon  Hill.   See  Table  14. 

Comparison  of  General  Population  and  Sample  Population 


General  'i^t 
Population 


Sample 
Population 


Female 
Male 

20-24  Year  Old 
20-44  Year  Old 
65  Year  and  Older 
Median  Age 
Single 
% arried 
"No  longer  Married" 
Home  Owners 
Renters 

*Figurfis  Approxiniationfl 


54% 

53% 

46% 

43% 

24% 

25% 

60% 

67% 

12.9% 

11% 

25-35  Year 

25-44  Year 

58% 

55% 

28% 

35% 

14% 

7% 

8.7% 

15% 

83.4% 

85% 

( 
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Part  II 
Analysis  of  Sample  Data 
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A,  Indlvidudl  and  Family  Characteristics  (cobtinufed) 

^       Continuing  the  descusslon  of  individual  and  family  characteristics,  it  should 
be  noted  that  as  of  1970,  38.9  percent  of  the  total  population  of  Beacon  Hill  was 
classified  as  living  in  families  as  opposed  to  78.1  percent  of  the  city  of  Boston 
as  a  whole.   This  fact  along  with  the  knowledge  that  the  median  age  of  the  Beacon 
Hill  population  is  a  "youngish"  30  and  may  in  fact  be  a  little  lower  and  that  only 
12  percent  of  the  population  is  between  the  ages  1  to  19  years  provides  insight 
Into  Table  8.   70  percent  of  our  sample  reported  having  no  children  in  school  and 
8  percent  did  not  feel  this  pertained  to  them.  Also  the  high  rate  of  non- 
participation  of  the  population  is  educational  organizations  on  the  Hill  (82 
percent.  Table  27)  is  further  indicative  of  this. 

The  assumption  that  Beacon  Hill  is  a  highly  transient  place  is  unfounded  based 
on  both  census  data  and  our  survey  data.  True,  it  is  perhaps  more  transient  than 
I  many  areas  of  the  city,  it  still  retains  a  high  degree  of  stability.  Our  data 
(Table  9)  shows  that  almost  a  third  of  our  sample,  28  percent,  have  been  on  the 
hill  more  than  five  years,  slightly  more  than  a  third,  33  percent,  a  year  or  less, 
with  the  median  residency  pattern  being  2-5  years.  Also,  as  was  seen  in  the 
census  data,  gross  changes  in  the  population  of  Beacon  Hill  were  not  great:  a 
percentage  change  of  only  2.7  percent  over  the  decade  of  1960-70.  As  pointed  out 
previously,  there  was  a  heavy  loss  in  Area  D,  attributable,  no  doubt,  to  a 
corresponding  loss  of  housing  in  that  area.  We  have  taken  a  separate  look  at  this 
area.   On  this  basis. then,  although  retaining  stability,  one  would  not  conclude 
that  Beacon  Hill  is  a  conmiunity  in  the  traditional  sense  of  the  term.  Although 
young  and  mobile  (75  percent  were  not  born  in  the  general  area,  Table  10)  Table 
11  indicates  that  people  were  attracted  here,  40  percent  from  the  Greater  Boston 
Area  and  15  percent  from  Massachusetts  other  than  Greater  Hoston,  in  greater 
numbers  than  the  student  population  of  the  Hill  (20  percent)  would  indicate.  This 
is  reaffirmed  by  Table  12  where  it  can  be  seen  that  only  3  percent  of  our  sample 
indicated  that  "Their  families  had  always  lived  there." 
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Table  I 

Population  by  Sex 

Number 

Percent 

No  Response 

8 

4 

Female 

111 

53 

Male 

91 

43 
100% 

210 

Table  7, 

Population  by  Age 

Nucbfir 

Percent 

No  Response 

17 

8 

18  and  Under 

0 

0 

19-24 

52 

25 

25-A4 

88 

42 

45-64 

29 

14 

65  and  over 

24 

11 

210 

100% 

( 


No  Response 
Sinple 

riv3Toed 
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Table  3 
Population  by  Mavital  G*;at:u; 


Ho   Resroiise 
Grade  School 
High  School 
Some  Collegi 
Graduated  College 
Post  College 


NiT.ber 

Percent 

5 

2 

115 

55 

7A 

35 

12 

6 

1 

0.A7 

3 

1 

/.IC 

99.477, 

Table  f. 

iar.icn  by  F.d:\Zf.Z:.:^.. 

Nioh^r 

Percent 

■>/- 

8 

3 

2/ 

13 

i   ■; 

24 

5S 

20 

S7 

24 

2:.o 

100% 

( 


Ik 

Table  5 
Population  by  Religion 


No  Response 

Catholic 

Je;;ish 

Protestant 

None 

Other 


Kunber 

Percent 

13 

6 

50 

24 

15 

7 

69 

33 

53 

25 

10 

5 

210 


100% 


Table  6A 
Population  by  Socioeconocic  Status 


No  Response 

Less  than  2,000 

2,001-7,000 

7,001-11,000 

11,001-25,000 

25,001-50,000 

over  50,000 


Number 

Percent 

41 

• 

20 

26 

12 

52 

25 

44 

21 

36 

17 

10 

5 

1 

0 
100 

.47 

210 

.47% 

( 
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Table  6B 
Population  by  Source  of  Income 


Wo  Response 

Salary  or  Wages 

Self-Employn'^nt 

Investment 

Compensation 

Other 


Number 

Percent 

Ik 

11 

138 

66 

14 

7 

9 

4 

18 

9 

7 

3 

210 


100% 


Table  7 
Population  by  Occupation 


No  Response 

Professional-Technical 

Ilanagerial 

Sales 

Clerical 

Manual 

Unemployed 

P«»Mred 

Self-employed 

Other 

Housewife 

Service 


Number 

Percent 

91 

43 

38 

18 

10 

5 

6 

3 

15 

7 

4 

2 

1 

0.47 

12 

6 

4 

2 

12 

6 

14 

7 

3 

1 

210 


100,47% 
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Table  8 
Population  by  Children  in  School 


No  Response 
None 

1  pre-school 

2  pre-school 

3  pre-school 

A  or  more  pre-school 

1  school 

2  school 

3  or  Dore  school 

1  out  of  school 

2  out  of  school 

3  or  more  out  of  school 


Nunber 

17 

146 

12 

6 

0 

0 

8 

3 

1 

7 

7 

3 

210 


Percent 
8 
70 
6 
3 
0 
0 
4 
2 
0.47 
3 
3 

1 

100.47/i 


Table  9 
Population  by  length  of  Residence 


No  Response 

Less  than  6  months 

6  months  to  1  year 

1  year  -  2  years 

More  thau)  2,   less  than  5 

More  than  5 


Number 

Percent 

3 

1 

AS 

23 

20 

10 

35 

10 

A5 

21 

59 

28 

210 


lOOZ 


( 
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Table  10 
Population  by  Place  of  Birth 


»  "5  Response 

Y-3S 


Number 

Percent 

0 

0 

53 

25 

157  ^^ 

75 

210 


100% 


Table  11 
PopulatA'^  by  Last  Permanent  Residence 


Itonber 

Percent 

No  Response 

3 

1 

West  End 

12 

6 

Greater  Boston  Area 

85 

40 

Mass.,  other  than  Greater  Boston 

31 

15 

New  England  except  Mass. 

20 

10 

Other 

59 

28 

210 

100% 

( 
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Table  12 
Population  by  Reason  For  Hove  to  Beacon  Hill 


Number 

Percent 

No  Response 

2 

1 

Occupational 

50 

24 

Educational 

60 

29 

Health  &  liedical  Facilities 

4 

2 

Convenience 

41 

20 

Arts  and  Cultural  advantages 

25 

12 

Other 

21 

10 

Family  always  lived  there 

7 

3 

210 

101% 

Table  13 
Occupancy  in  House  (17  years  &  older) 


No  Response 

1  -fkerson 

2  people 
3-5  people 

6  or  Qore  people 


Number 

Percent 

10 

5 

52 

25 

106 

50 

29 

lA 

13 

6 

210 

100% 

( 
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Xable  14 
p«pulatioQ  by  Occupanty  Status 


No  Response 

Ovm 

Rene 


Number 

Percent 

0 

0 

32 

15 

178 

85 

210 


100% 


Table  15 
Popula*:f.on  by  Ilonthly  Expsaditures  (Owners) 


No  Response 

$100-200 

$201-300 

§301-400 

$401-500 

$501-600 

$601-700 

$701-800 

$801-1000 

$1,000  and  over 

All  renters 


Number 

Percent 

10 

5 

0 

0 

1 

0.47 

2 

1 

6 

3 

4 

2 

2 

1 

1 

0.47 

3 

1 

3 

1 

178 

85 

210 


99.94% 


■  ^  iiiAa'iiJ    illiw'i 


■  >»   k*  '  '■  ' 


< 


20 


Table 

16 

Population 

by 

Owner  Contact 

Number 

Percent 

Mo  Response 

4 

2 

No  contact 

4 

2 

By  letter 

19 

9 

In  person 

48 

23 

By  phone 

62 

30 

Through  rental  agent 

24 

11 

Through  building  superintendent 

11 

5 

Other 

6 

3 

All  owners 

32 

15 

210 

100% 

Table  17 
Population  by  Housing  Conditions 


No  Response 

Excellent 

Good 

Adequate 

Poor 

Very  bad 

All  owners 


Number 

Percent 

1 

0 

20 

10 

80 

38 

54 

26 

21 

10 

2 

1 

32 

15 

210 


100% 
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Table  13 
Population  by  Housing  Maintenance 


Number 

Percent 

No  Response 

6 

3 

Recent  major  Improvements 

22 

10 

Systematic  maintenance 

67 

32 

Essential  repairs  only 

71 

34 

No  maintenance  or  upkeep 

12 

6 

All  owners 

32 

210 

15 

100% 

Table  19 
Population  by  Monthly  Expenditures  (Renters) 


No  Response 

less  than  $59 

$60-119 

$120-179 

$180-239 

$240-299 

$300-350 

$351-399 

$400-500 

$501-over 

All  owners 


Number 

Percent 

12 

6 

2 

1 

23 

11 

*3 

20 

52 

25 

15 

7 

16 

8 

6 

3 

6 

3 

3 

1 

32 

15 

210 


100% 


c 
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Table  20 
Population  by  Response  to  Housing  Cooplainta 

■  ■'"■  -y  ■'  T- 1  '■  -'-• — "— 


No  Response 
Same  day 
Within  A8  hours 
Within  7  days 
Eventually  or  slow 
Not  at  all 
All  owners 


Number 


Percent 


10 

5 

39 

19 

49 

23 

27 

13 

42 

20 

11 

S 

32 

15 

210 


100% 


Table  21 

Population  by  Opinions  on  Rent  Structure 


No  Response 
Housing  Shortage 
High  Property  Taxes 
Apt.  Sharing 
Rental  Agencies 
Other 


Number 

Percent 

19 

9 

48 

23 

77 

37 

18 

9 

15 

7 

33 

16 

210 


101% 


( 
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Of  the  major  motivations  for  moving  to  Beacon  Hill,  2A  percent  indicated  occupation, 
^  29  percent  education,  20  percent  convenience  and  12  percent  cultural  advantages. 
-  Further  evidence  of  mobility  is  provided  by  Table  lA.  85  percent  of  those 
contacted  indicate  that  they  rent.  This  is  less  than  the  94  percent  of  total 
renter  occupied  units  on  the  Hill.  The  absence  of  primary  group  ties  is  further 
reinforced  by  Table  22  where  it  can  be  seen  that  62  percent  of  our  sample  indicated 
no  relatives  in  the  immediate  area. 

B.  Population  by  Participation  in  Voluntary  Associations 

'^^^ 

There  are  three  rather  specific  reasons  for  looking  into  how  the  population 
of  Beacon  Hill  is  involved  in  voluntary  acscclations:  First,  as  an  indicator  of 
community  spirit  and  involvement;  Secondly,  as  an  indicator  of  stability  and 
relative  social  intesration;  and  Thirdly,  as  an  indicator  of  the  kinds  of  concerns 
which  the  population  express.  Again  when  looking  at  these  data,  some  stereotypes 
of  the  Beacon  Hill  coiiaaunity  are  broken  down.   In  looking  over  these  data  (Tables 
23-27)  it  can  be  seen  that  almost  one-third  (30  percent)  of  the  population  as  a 
mean  is  involved  in  one  or  more  voluntary  associations,  with  median  involvement 
being  about  33  percent.  Perhaps  surprisingly,  the  highest  amount  of  participation 
was  reported  in  Social  organizations  (44  percent,  Table  23).  These  would  include 
social  clubs  and  organizations,  artistic  or  cultural  organizations,  and  sports 
and  recreational  groups.  Quite  predictably,  we  think,  this  is  followed  by 
participation  in  economic  organizations  (37  percent,  Table  26).  These  would 
include  labor  unions,  business  or  professional  groups,  co-ops,  health  organization - 
welfare  and  or  charity  organizations.  Next  in  order  of  participation  is  involveme' 
in  political  organizations  (Table  24) .  Here  33  percent  indicated  participation 
in  such  groups  and  lobby  or  special  interest  groups.  This  is  followed  by  involve- 
ment in  Religious  groupings  (23  percent.  Table  25),  and  participation  in 
educational  organizations  (5  percent,  Table  27). 
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Table  22 
Population  by  Relatives  and  Interaction 


No  Response 

No  Relatl'^fiS 

Almost  never 

A  few  times  a, year 

Once  a  month 

Several  times  a  month 

Once  a  week 

Several  Times  a  week 

Relatives,  no  interaction 


Number 


Percent 


5 

2 

131 

62 

6 

3 

10 

5 

18 

9 

15 

7 

15 

7 

7 

3 

3 

1 

210 


99% 


Table  23 
Population  by  participation  in  Social  Organizations 


No  Response 

Belong 

Do  not  belong 


Number 

Percent 

27 

13 

92 

4A 

91 

43 

210 


100% 


( 
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Table  24 

Population  by  Participation  in  Political  Organizations 


No  Pvcsponse 

Belong 

Do  not  belong 


Number 


210 


Percent 


27 

13 

69 

33 

114 

54 

100% 


Table  25 
Population  by  Participation  in  Religious  Organizations 


No  Response 

belong 

Do  not  belong 


Number 

Percent 

27 

13 

48 

23 

135 

64 

210 


100% 
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Table  26 
Population  by  Participation  in  Econoaic  Organizations 


Number  Percent 

No  Response                         27  13 

Belong                            78  37 

Do  not  belong                      105  50 

210  100% 

Table  27 
EopvClntiivOa 'by  Participation  in  Educational  Organizations 


No  Response 

Belong 

Do  not  belong 


Number 

Percent 

27 

13 

10 

5 

173 

82 

210  100% 


i 
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Delving  deeper  into  this  variable  of  involvement  and  integration  we  can  next 
look  at  your  sample  from  the  perspective  of  their  awareness  and  perceived 
effectivenss  of  conraunity  action  groups  on  Beacon  Hill  (Tables  28-34).  When 
asked  if  they  felt  there  were  any  groups  active  on  the  Hill  that  fulfill  the 
need  for  concerted  cotmunity  action  (Table  28) ,  our  sample  displayed  some 
uncertainty  (43  percent) ;  yet  25  percent  indicated  that  they  were  aware  of  such 
groups  as  opposed  to  only  18  percent  who  said  they  were  not  aware  of  any  such 
groups.   61  percent  indicated  that  thoy  were  aware  of  the  Beacon  Hill  Civic 
Association  (BHCA)  as  opposed  to  37  percent  who  said  they  were  not  (Table  29). 
Following  this  up,  22  percent  of  our  sample  indicated  that  in  fact  they  were 
members  of  the  BHCA  (Table  30) .  When  asked  how  they  would  best  describe  the 
function  of  the  BHCA  (Table  31) ,  38  percent  said  they  felt  the  group  was  a 
spokesman  for  the  community,  with  12  percent  feeling  that  the  BHCA  is  involved 
in  only  a  limited  way  with  the  concerns  of  the  Hill  and  5  percent  feeling  that 
the  group  is  not  effective.   61  percent  of  our  sample  also  indicated  an  aware- 
ness of  Hill  House  (Table  32)  with  10  percent  claiming  membership  (Table  33). 
Of  those  sampled,  17  percent  feel  that  Hill  House  is  effective  and  11  percent 
do  not,  with  27  percent  claiming  not  enough  knowledge  to  answer  (Table  34). 

In  brief  sumiiary  then,  a  third  of  our  sample  at  any  given  time  is 
actively  involved  in  voluntary  associations.  One  quarter  of  the  sample  feel 
meaningful  community  action  is  taking  place  and  two-thirds  of  the  sample 
recognize  the  BHCA  and  Hill  House.  There  appears  to  be  a  bit  more  familiarity 
with  the  functions  of  the  BHCA  than  with  those  of  Hill  House,  yet  neither  of 
these  is  seen  as  terribly  effective. 
C.  Perception  of  Crime  on  Beacon  Hill 

This  section  deals  with  a  perception  and  experience  with  Crime  on 
Beacoo  Hill  by  our  sample  (Tables  36-40).  Of  perceived  crime  (Tables  36-37) 
burglary  and  theft  was  mentioned  most  often  (35  percent),  followed  by  drug 
abuse,  19  percent,  destruction  of  property,  16  percent  and  vagrancy  and 
D0O1M1^   in  npt-rpnt. 


< 
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Table  28 
Population  by  Perceived  Presence  of  Comr.^.unity  Action 


No  Response 
Yes 

No 

Uncertain 


'unber 

Percent 

30 

14 

52 

25 

33 

18 

90 

43 

210 

100% 

Table  29 

Population  by  Recognition  of  B^H.C.A. 


No  Response 

Yes 

No 


Number 

Percent 

3 

1 

129 

61 

73 

37 

210 

99% 

< 
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TablQ  30 
Population  by  Meiriierchip  in  B.H.C.A. 


No  Response 

Yes 

No 


NuTbcr 

Percent 

5 

2 

47 

22 

158 

75 

210 

99% 

Table  31 
Population  by  Perceived  Function  of  B.H.C.A. 


No  Respon'se 

Coranunity  spoke  smain 

Historical  and  architectural 
preservation 

social 

limited  involvement 

non-effective 

other 

don't  know 


I  Jumbo  r 
41 
80 

19 
7 
26 
10 
15 

12 

210 


Porccn* 
20 
38 

9 

3 

12 

5 

7 

6 

100% 


4 


30 

Table  32 
Population  by  Recognition  of  Hill  House 


No  Response 
Yes 

No 


IJ-jmber 

Percent 

3 

1 

129 

61 

78 

37 

210 

99% 

Table  33 
Population  by  Msiobership  in  Hill  House 


No  Response 

Yes 

No 


Iliinbcr 

Percent 

6 

3 

20 

10 

184 

88 

21C 

101% 

« 
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TeJjle  34 
Population  by  Perceived  Efiectivaness  of  Hill  House 


No  R3sponse 
+  (positive)  response 
-  (negative)  response 
don't  know 


Number 

Percent 

94 

45 

36 

17 

24 

11 

56 

27 

210 


100% 


Table  35 
P.-'oulc'tion  by  Medical  Care 


N;Vi"bar 

Pe: 

rcent 

No  Response 

5 

2 

private  M.D, 

117 

56 

M.G.H. 

56 

27 

Local  hospital  (other  than  M.G.H.) 

5 

2 

Nursing  home  or  sanitarium 

0 

0 

Pre-paid  medical  facility 

10 

5 

Hospital  emergency  room 

1 

0 

DEuggist 

1 

0 

never  use 

13 

6 

other 

2 

1 

210 

99% 

( 


Table  39  indicates  that  37  percent  of  our  sample  have  been  victimized  in  some 

fashion.  Tliis  was  mostly  in  the  form  of  household  or  apartment  robberies  (18 

I 

'^percent  of  the  total,  60  percent  of  those  who  have  been  victimized).  A  large 

number  (32  percent.  Table  AO)  see  the  drug  problem  as  the  major  factor  for 

crime  on  Beacon  Hill.  When  looking  at  negative  influences  other  than  Crime, 

landlords  show  up  more  often  than  anyone  else  (30  percent,  Table  33)  followed 

by  drug  pushers  and  apathetic  residents  (10  percent). 

D.  Opinions  and  Activities  of  the  Population 

The  opinions  and  activities  of  the  population  provides  us  with  more 
Indicators  of  the  concerns  and  relative  Integration  of  the  population  with  the 
physical,  social  and  cultural  environment.   Tables  41-56.   When  asked  where  they 
customarily  shop  (Table  41)  50  percent  of  our  sample  indicated  Charles  River 
Park,  14  percent  said  Beacon  Hill  Corner  Stores,  12  percent  Charles  Street  and 
L  10  Percent  Haymarket  Square.  When  asked  about  prices  (Table  42)  77  percent 
think  that  prices  are  hiph  ond  16  percent  feel  they  are  moderate  or  average. 
When  asked  about  their  utilization  of  Charles  River  Park  and  Charles  Street 
(Tables  43-44)  48  percent  indicated  that  they  shop  at  Charles  River  Park  on 
a  weekly  basis  as  opposed  to  14  percent  on  Charles  Street.  However,  our  group 
was  more  apt  to  drop  in  on  Charles  Street  during  the  week  (24  percent) »  than 
Charles  River  Park,  (18  percent) . 

Another  dimension  of  relative  integration  of  the  population  is  provided 
by  data  in  Tables  45-55.  These  concern  their  interest  in  local  affairs,  use  of 
local  facilities  and  time  spent  away  from  the  Hill,  Table  45  informs  us  that 
67  percent  of  our  sample  reads  at  least  one  newspaper  per  day.  Specifically, 
in  terms  of  purely  local  news,  that  pertaining  to  the  Hill  and  Back  Bay  (Table 
46)  21  percent  Indicated  that  they  read  the  Beacon  Hill  News  regularly  and  4 
percent  the  Back  Bay  Ledger.  Thus,  almost  one  quarter  of  the  sample  is  keeping 
in  touch  with  news  and  events  on  Beacon  Hill.  When  asked  about  their  voting 
behavior  (Table  47)  our  sample  indicated  that  in  the  last  four  years  38  percent 
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Table  36 

Population  by  Perceived  Crime 


No  Response 

rape 

violence  or  destruction  to  personal 
possessions  or  property 

stealing/burg  Iciry 

assault/fighting/beating 

objects  throvm  or  dropped 

indecent  exposure 

hustling  or  being  conned 

homicide/murder 


K'.mber 

Percent 

49 

13 

13 

3 

personal 

63 

16 

136 

35 

38 

10 

40 

10 

15 

4 

31 

B 

6 

391 

2 

101% 

Table  37 
Population  by  Perceived  Crime 


lOunber 

Percent 

No  Response 

93 

22 

Drug  addiction 

80 

19 

Vagrancy 

41 

10 

Prostitution 

13 

3 

Religious  persecution 

4 

I 

Drunk eness 

52 

12 

Juvenile  delinquency 

15 

4 

Prejudice  against  foreigners 

6 

1 

Racial  persecution 

6 

1 

none  of  these 

112 

26 

other 

5 

1 

( 


Table  38 
Population  by  Perceived  Negative  Influences 


No  Response 

Landlords 

Students 

Unemployed  young  people 

Drug  pushers 

Indigents 

Apathetic  residents 

Real  Estate  Agents 

No  change 

Other 


Number 

Percent 

30 

14 

62 

30 

13 

6 

16 

8 

22 

10 

7 

3 

22 

10 

9 

4 

15 

7 

14 

7 

210 


99% 


Table  39 
Population  by  Crime  on  the  Hill 


Number 

Percent 

No  Response 

8 

4 

No 

128 

61 

Household  or  apartment  robbery 

38 

18 

Personal  robbery 

10 

5 

Personal  assault 

4 

2 

Car  theft 

6 

3 

Other 

2 

1 

More  than  1  property 

A 

2 

More  than  1  personal 

0 

0 

Personal  and  Property 

10 

5 

210 


100% 


( 


35 

Tcible    40 
Population  by  thoGe-responaible.for-.CriDCs  on  Beacon  Hill 


No  Response 

Landlords 

Students 

Real  Estate 

Drug  pushers 

Indigents 

Unenployed  youths 

Apathetic  residents 

Politicians 

Don't  know 

Other 


Nunber 

Percent 

75 

36 

5 

2 

2 

1 

1 

0 

67 

32 

11 

5 

8 

4 

4 

2 

0 

0 

19 

9 

18 

9 

210 


100% 
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Table  41 
Population  by  Consumer  Habits  (Location) 


No  Response 
Charles  River  Park 
Charles  Street 
Back  Bay 

North  End 

Beacon  Hill  Corner  Stores 

Cambridge 

Blackstone  Street-Haymarket 

Downtovm 


Number 

Percent 

10 

5 

108 

50 

27 

:i2 

4 

2 

10 

5 

30 

14 

5 

2 

21 

10 

3 

1 

218 


103% 


Table  42 
Population  by  Perception  of  Price  Structure 


Number 


No  Response 

High 

moderate/ average 

low 

don't  know 


Percent 


11 

5 

161 

77 

34 

16 

0 

0 

4 

2 

210 


100% 
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Table  43 
Population  by  Consumer  Habits  (Frequency) 


No  Response 

several  times  a  week 

weekly 

occasionally 

seldom 

almost  never 


^;umber 

Percent 

e 

4 

38 

18 

100 

48 

25 

12 

11 

5 

28 

13 

210 

lon% 

Table  44 
Population  by  Consumer  Habits  (Charles  Street) 


No  Response 

several  times  a  week 

weekly 

occasionally 

seldom 

almost  never 


Kui\i.ber 

Percent 

5 

2 

51 

24 

30 

14 

70 

33 

25 

12 

29 

14 

210 

99% 

i 
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had  voted  4  to  8  times  and  37  percent  1  to  3  times.  Only  20  percent  indicated 
that  they  had  not  voted  at  all.  Wlien  asked  about  their  representation  in  the 
State  House  (Table  AS)  25  percent  felt  they  were  adequately  represented,  15 
percent  did  not  and  46  percent  were  uncertain.  When  asked  as  to  whether  they 
felt  Urban  Renewal  activities  in  the  area  were  adversely  effecting  Beacon  Hill 
(Table  49)  33  percent  agreed  that  they  were,  33  percent  felt  they  were  not  and 
17  percent  were  uncertain.  We  can  conclude  here  then  that  our  sniaple  keeps  in 
touch  with  local  affairs,  is  very  active  in  excersising  the  vote,  is  somewhat 
uncertain  as  to  the  exact  nature  of  their  representation  and  is  divided  about 
Its  feelings  concerning  Urban  Renewal  in  the  area,  however,  two-thirds  expressed 
an  opinion  on  it. 

When  delving  further  into  the  habits  of  our  population,  we  find  that  54 
percent  of  our  sacple  have  no  autooobile  (Table  50).  Of  car  owners,  60  percent 
park  their  cars  on  or  near  the  Hill,  on  the  street.  Only  32  percent  park  their 
cars  in  a  garage.  An  interesting  statistic  is  provided  by  Table  51  which  ohows 
that  50  percent  of  our  sample  walks  to  work,  while  15  percent  use  public 
transportation  and  only  14  percent  use  their  cars.  VJhen  asked  about  their  use 
of  the.Lindemann.IIental  Health  Center,  (Table  53)  61  percent  indicated  some  use, 
with  27  percent  using  it  very  often  and  35  percent  using  it  sometimes.   When 
asked  how  much  time  they  spent  away  from  the  Hill,  (Table  54)  45  percent  indicated 
from  l.week  to  2  months  or  more.  Surprisingly,  19  percent  indicated  2  months 
or  more.  On  the  whole,  however,  probably  the  average  amount  of  time  anyone 
would  spend  away  from  their  primary  residence  would  be  1-3  weeks.  This  19 
percent  of  which  v^e  speak,  is  represented  in  Table  55.  They  are  the  people  with 
summer' homes .  Again,  our  findings  are  fairly  consistent  with  our  previous 
findings  of  relative  social. integration.  We  have  found  that  a  majority  do  not 
have  cars,  that  a  majority  walk  to  work- and  that  a] most  two-thirds  of  the  sample 
utilize  the  Lindemann  Center,  with  only  an  average, amount  of  time  spent  away 
from  the  Beacon  Hill  keeping  in  mind  the  interesting  19  percent  who  have  summer 
homes . 


( 


39 

Table  45 

Population  by  Reading  Habits  (Newspapers), 


Ko  Response 

read  2  or  more  newspapers  every  day 

read  1  everyday  and  2  or  more  on  weekends  82 

read  one  a  fev;  times  a  week 

read  one  occasionally 

almost  never  read  one 

'210 


number 

Percent 

4 

2 

59 

28 

Is  82 

39 

33 

16 

22 

10 

10 

5 

100% 


Table  46 
Population  by  Reading  Habits  (Local  news) 


No  Response 
Back  Bay  Ledger 
Beacon  Hill  News 
None 
otl^ier 


Number 

Percent 

5 

2 

8 

4 

45 

21 

3 

1 

149 

71 

210 

99% 
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Table  47 
Population  by  Voting  Behavior 


No  Response 

zero 

1-3  times 

4-8  timEE  or  all 


Number 

Percent 

11 

5 

42 

20 

77 

37 

80 

38 

210 


100% 


Table  48 
Population  by  Perceived  Representation  (State  House) 


No  Response 
strongly  agree 
agree 
uncertain 
disagree 
s'^'Xongly  disagree 


Nvi:i*er 

P£ 

ircent 

26 

12 

10 

5 

45 

21 

97 

46 

24 

11 

8 

4 

210 


99% 
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Table  49 
Population  by  Opinions  of  Urban  Renev;al 


No  Response 
strongly  agree 
agree 
uncertain 
disagree 
strongly  disagree 


Number 

Percent 

39 

19 

29 

14 

39 

19 

35 

17 

58 

28 

10 

5 

2i0 

102% 

i 


Table  50 
Population  by  Transportation    (Automobile) 


No  Resjjonse 

no  car 

on  or  near  the  hill,  on  the  street 

Cii  or  near  hill,  in  garage 

not  on  or  near  hill,  on  street 

not  on  or  near  hill,  in  garage 


Number 

3 

114 

55 

30 

3 

5 

210 


Percent 

1 

54 

26 

14 

1 

2 

98% 


»   "    Table  51 
Population  by  Transportation  (Other) 


No  Response 
walk 


V-. 


in  car 

public  transportation 

bicycle 

taxi 

retired  and  don't  work 

motorcycle 


Number 

Percent 

24 

11 

106 

50 

29 

14 

32 

15 

3 

1 

2 

1 

14 

7 

0 

0 

210 


99% 


i 
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Table  53 
Population  by  Li.ndemann  Center  Use 


No  Response 
very  often 
sometimes 
not  at  all 


Rmber 

Percent 

23 

11 

57 

27 

73 

35 

57 

27 

210 

100% 

Table  54 
Population  by  Vacation  (Time  away  from  Hill) 


No  Response 

no 

weekends 

1-2  weeks 

2-4  v;eeks 

2  months  or  more 


luuber 

PercRn-*- 

11 

5 

59 

28 

45 

21 

26 

12 

29 

14 

40 

19 

:10 


99% 


i 


Table  55 
Population  by  Ownersliip  of  Surcor  Home 


Kvmber 

Percent 

10 

5 

39 

19 

161 

77 

No  Response 

Yes 

No 


210  101% 


Table  56 

Population  by  Willingness  To  Join  Coimnunity  Action  Group 


No  Response 

almost  certainly  yes 

probably  yes 

perhaps 

probably  no 

almost  certainly  no 


Nu^Pber 

Percent 

7 

3 

15 

7 

49 

23 

86 

41 

32 

15 

21 
210 

10 
99% 

i 
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E.  Community  Concerns  and  Future  Orientations 

Our  final  dimension  of  intergratlon  is  linked  with  community  concerns  and 
Intentions  of  staying  on  or  leaving  the  Beacon  Hill  Conmunity  (Tables  56-6A) . 
When  asked  whether  they  would  be  willing  to  join  a  community  action  group 
to  work  on  community  problems  (Table  56)  30  percent  said  yes  they  would  Join, 
25  percent  said  no  and  41  percent  said  they  were  willing  to  consider  the 
possibility.  When  asked  if  they  felt  that  students  on  the  Hill  should  be 
encouraged  to  participate  In  community  affairs  and  action  groups,  77  percent 
agreed  that  they  should  with  5  percent  disagreeing  and  10  percent  uncertain. 
(Table  57)  When  asked  if  they  felt  that  what  goes  on  in  the  Beacon  Hill  community 
was  of  concern  to  them,  (Table  58)  90  percent  Indicated  concern.  VJhen  asked 
how  they  felt  about  having  students  in  the  Beacon  Hill  community  (Table  61)  36 
percent  felt  positive  toward  them,  17  percent  negative  with  34  percent  neutral. 
,  When  asked  what  improvements  they  would  like  to  see  on  the  Hill  (Table  63)  24 
percent  indicated  improvements  in  the  Physical  environment,  22  percent  improvements 
In  municipal  services,  4  percent  in  social  improvement  and  1  percent  cultural. 
Their  intentions  to  remain  on  Beacon  Hill  are  represented  In  Table  62.  Of  our 
sample,  55  percent  indicated  they  they  planned  to  reitiain,  15  percent  said  they 
planned  to  leave  and  26  percent  were  uncertain.  \^en   asked  to  assume  that  they 
would  leave,  what  would  be  th61r  reasons  (Table  64)  17  percent  indicated  that 
they  would  leave  because  of  conditions  on  the  Hill  and  12  percent  indicated  that 
they  would  be  attracted  elsewhere. 

Again,  our  previous  findings  of  community  concern  and  integration  seem  to 
hold  up.  Of  our  sample  70  percent  expressed  a  willingness  to  either  consider 
or  in  fact  Join  a  community  action  group.  Attitudes  toward  students  was  found 
to  be  positive  with  over  three  quarters  of  the  sample  indicating  they  felt 
students  should  be  further  Integrated  into  the  social  structure  of  the  Hill. 
Our  sample  displayed  overwhelming  concern  about  their  community,  90  percent 
and  showed  most  concern  with  the  physical  environment  and  municipal  services. 
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Table  57 

Population  by  Participation  of  Students 

on 

Hill 

NuHiber 

Percent 

No  Response                           16 

8 

strongly  agree                       74 

35 

agree                                88 

42 

uncertain                           22 

10 

disagree                              6 

3 

strongly  disagree                     4 

2 

210 

100% 

Table  58 

Population  by  Conaunity  Concern 


No  Response 

Of  no  concern  to  you 

Of  little  concern  to  you 

Of  some  concern  to  you 

Of  much  concern  to  you 

Of  great  concern  to  you 


Number 

Percent 

7 

3 

6 

3 

8 

4 

51 

24 

78 

37 

60 

29 

210 


100% 
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Table  59 
Population  by  Dog  Ownership 


Number        Percent 


Ho  Response 
Yes 

No 


4 

2 

40 

19 

166 

79 

210 

100% 

Table  60 
Population  by  Children's  School  Attendance 


No  Response 

Yes 

Ho 

Hill  (Private) 

Hill  (Public) 

Off  Hill  (Private) 

Off  hill  (Public) 

Out  of  State 


Nuaber 

Percent 

22 

10 

62 

30 

106 

50 

8 

4 

4 

2 

6 

3 

0 

0 

2 

1 

210  100% 
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Table  61 
Population  by  attitude  toward  Neighborhood  Students 


No  Response 
Positive 
Neutral 
Negative 


Number 


Percent 


29 

14 

75 

36 

71 

34 

35 

17 

210 


101% 


Table  62 
Population  by  Intention  to  Remain  on  Hill 


Wo  Response 

Yes 

No 

Uncertain 


Number 

Percent 

8 

4 

116 

55 

32 

15 

54 

26 

210 


100% 


t 


k9 

Table  63 

Population  by  Desired  Improvements  on  Hill 


No  Response 

Physical  Envlronoent 

Municiple  Service 

Social 

Cultural 

Other 


Number 

Percent 

95 

45 

51 

24 

47 

22 

8 

4 

2 

1 

7 

3 

210 


99% 


Table  64 
Population  by  Reasons  for  Leaving  Hill 


No  Response 

Internal 

External 


Number 

Percent 

149 

71 

35 

17 

26 

12 

210 


100% 
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And  finally,  a  majority  indicated  that  they  have  no  intentions  of  leaving. 

^  F.  Opinions  of  Municipal  Services  on  Beacon  Hill 

Our  last  section  (Tables  65-76)  deals  with  the  attitudes  of  our  sample  about 
the  quality  of  ounicipal  services  in  the  Beacon  Hill  community.  Of  our  sample 
36  percent  found  police  protection  from  poor  to  very  bad,  with  25  percent  finding 
it  from  good  to  excellent  and  34  percent  feeling  it  is  adequate.  (Table  65) 
Most  of  the  sample  seems  quite  satisfied  about  the  fire  protection  with  62  percent 
finding  it  from  good  to  excellent.  (Table  66)  VJhen  asked  about  the  enforcement 
of  parking  regulations  (Table  67)  A2  percent  said  they  felt  it  ranged  from 
poor  to  very  bad  with  32  percent  satisfied  that  it  was  good  to  excellent.  Trash 
collection  was  given  a  good  rating  with  76  percent  finding  it  from  adequate  to 
excellent.   (Table  68)  Table  69  shows  disenchantment  with  housing  code  enforcement. 
A6  percent  feel  it  is  poor  to  very  bad  with  only  14  percent  finding  it  good  to 
excellent.   Street  cleaninf;  activities  were  also  seen  in  an  unfavorable  light 
(Table  70)  with  55  percent  finding  them  poor  to  ver>'  bad.   Our  sample  was  quite 
clear  in  its  feelings  about  the  condition  of  the  sidewalks,  (Table  71)  79 
percent  felt  they  ranged  from  poor  to  very  bad.  We  suspect  dog  owners  are 
implicated  in  this  problem.   Snow  removal  (Table  72)  according  to  our  sample  is 
another  service  that  could  be  improved.  Of  our  group  48  percent  found  this 
service  from  poor  to  very  bad.   Street  lighting  was  given  approval  (Table  73)  with 
78  percent  finding  it  good  to  excellent.  Public  transportation  was  given  somewhat 
of  an  endorsement  (Table  74)  with  59  percent  finding  it  adequate  to  good. 

Recreation  facilities  were  seen  in  a  negative  light  (Table  75)  with  46 
percent  finding  them  poor  to  very  bad  and  25  percent  finding  them  only  adequate. 
And  finally,  public  elementary  education  (Table  76)  was  seen  from  poor  to 
adequate  by  41  percent  of  the  sample  and  73  percent  of  those  concerned  with 
education.   In  summary  of  this  section  we  would  be  forced  into  the  conclusion 
that  generally  our  sample  of  the  Beacon  Hill  population  is  dissatisfied  with 
the  quality  of  municipal  services  that  they  receive.  Sidewalk  and  street 
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cleaning  heads  the  list  of  grievances  followed  by  enow  removal,  recreation 
facilities,  parking  regulations  enforcment,  public  elementary  education  and 
police  protection.  Given  a  good  to  excellent  rating  were  in  order:  trash 
collection,  fire  protection,  public  transportation  and  street  lighting. 
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Table  65 
Population  by  attitud:."  about  Police  Protection 


No  Response 

Very  bad 

Poor 

Adequate 

Good 

Excellent 


Number 

Percent 

9 

A 

13 

6 

63 

30 

72 

34 

47 

22 

6 

3 

210 


99% 


Table  66 
Population  by  attitudes  about  Fire  Protection 


No  Response 

Very  bad 

Poor 

Adequate 

Good 

Excellent 


Number 

Percent 

7 

3 

•8 

4 

12 

6 

52 

25 

87 

41 

44 

21 

210 


100% 
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Table  67 
Population  by  attitudes  about  Parking  Enforcement 


No  Fvesponse 

Very  bad 

Poor 

Adequate 

Good 

Excellent 


Number 

Percent 

14 

7 

44 

21 

45 

21 

40 

19 

37 

18 

30 

14 

210 


1002 


Table  68 
Population  by  attitudes  about  Trash  Collection 


No  Response 

Very  bad 

Poor 

Adequate 

Good 

Excellent 


Number 

Percent 

6 

3 

19 

9 

26 

12 

69 

33 

63 

30 

27 

13 

210 


100% 
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Table  69 
Population  by  attitudes  about  House  Code  Enforement 


No  Response 
Very  bad 

Poor 

Adequate 
Good 
Excellent 


Number 

Percent 

43 

20 

34 

16 

62 

30 

41 

20 

25 

12 

5 

2 

210 


100% 


Table  70 
Population  by  attitudes  about  Street  Cleaning 


No  Response 

Very  bad 

Poor 

Adequate 

Good 

Excellent 


Number 

Percent 

5 

2 

54 

26 

60 

29 

53 

25 

31 

15 

7 

3 

210 


100% 
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Table  71 
Population  by  attitudes  about  Sidewalk  Cleaning 


Wo  Response 

Very  bad 

Poor 

Adequate 

Good 

Excellent 


Number 

Percent 

7 

3 

104 

50 

60 

29 

25 

12 

11 

5 

3 

1 

210 


100% 


Table  72 
Pon-iiation  by  attitudes  about  Snow  removcl 


No  Response 

Very  bad 

Poor 

Adequate 

Good 

Excellent 


Nurab.-^r 

Percent 

18 

9 

48 

23 

53 

25 

63 

32 

21 

10 

2 

1 

210 


100% 
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Table  73 
Population  by  attitudes  about  Stre::t  lighting 


No  Response 

Very  bad 

Poor 

Adequate 

Good 

Excellent 


Number 

Percent 

4 

2 

12 

6 

29 

14 

81 

39 

82 

39 

2 

1 

210 


101% 


Table  74 
Population  by  attitudes  about  Public  Transportation 


No  Response 

Very  bad 

Poor 

Adequate 

Good 

Excellent 


Number 

Percent 

11 

5 

22 

10 

36 

17 

65 

31 

59 

28 

17 

8 

210 


997. 
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Table  75 
Population  by  attitudes  about  Recreation  Facilities 


No  Response 

Very  bad 

Poor 

Adequate 

Good 

Excellent 


Number 

Percent 

45 

21 

26 

12 

72 

34 

53 

25 

12 

6 

2 

1 

210  99% 


Table  76 
Populr.*-.ion  by  attitudes  about  Public  Elementary  Education 


No  Response 

Very  bad 

Poor 

Adequate 

Good 

Excellent 


Nunber 

Percent 

92 

44 

14 

6 

38 

18 

48 

23 

16 

7 

2 

1 

210  99% 


Part  III 
Summary  and  Comparison  of  Data 
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A.  Comparison  of  1960  and  1970  Census  Data 

\  1.  Individual  and  Family  Characteristics 

The  past  decade  has  seen  a  significant  increase  8%  in  the  20-24  year  age 
group.  A  smaller  increase  of  4%  was  found  anong  the  25-34  year  age  group.  The 
increase  among  young  adults  was  at  the  expense  of  the  middle-aged  and  elderly. 
There  was  a  5%  decrease  in  both  the  45-54  year  and  the  55-65  year  age  groups, 
while  there  was  a  27.   increase  in  the  65  and  over  age  group. 

The  youth  population  20-24  years  of  Beacon  Hill  represents  24%  of  the  total 
population.  This  figure  is  twice  that  for  the  City  of  Boston  as  a  whole.  The 
increase  in  this  age  group  betv;een  1960  and  1970  for  Beacon  Hill  was  8%,  a  rate 
twice  as  high  as  for  the  City  of  Boston. 


Table  I 

Changes  in  Population 
Between  1960  and  1970 
For  Beacon  Hill  and  Boston 


Total 

Population 

1970 


Total 

Population 

1960 


Change  1960  -  1970 
Net  Change     Percentage  Change 


Beacon  Hill 
Boston 


10,743 
641,071 


11,038 
690,081 


2.7 
8.2 


Table  II 


Beacon  Hill 

Total 

Population 

1970 

Total 

Population 

1960 

Change  19 
Net  Change 

60  -  1970 

Percentage  Change 

Census  Tract 
201 

5,443 

5,288 

+  155 

•f  2.9 

Census  Tract 
202 

3,828 

3,916 

-  88 

-  2.2 

Census  Tract 

203 

Block  Group  3* 

1,472 

1,834 

-  362 

-  19.7 
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Change  in  Age  Distribution  for  Beacon  Hill  1960-1970* 


Percent 

Composition 

by  Age 

1960  . 

1970 

1960 

1970 

Change 

Total 

9.204 

9.271 

99 

100 

Under  5 

283 

294 

3 

3 

5-9 

128 

180 

1 

2 

+1 

10-14 

149 

136 

2 

1 

-1 

15-19 

373 

418 

4 

5 

+1 

20-24 

1,495 

2,255 

16 

24 

+8 

25-34 

1,910 

2,299 

21 

25 

+4 

35-44 

964 

928 

10 

10 

0 

A5-54 

1,163 

700 

13 

8 

-5 

55-59 

689 

369 

7 

k 

-3 

60-64 

626 

494 

7 

5 

-2 

65-74 

938 

756 

10 

8 

-2 

Over  75 

486 

442 

5 

5 

- 

1960 

1970 

1960 

»  ^  ^  ^  ^  «•  ■ 

1970 

Change 

Under  5 

283 

294 

3 

3 

0 

5-19 

650 

734 

7 

8 

+1 

20-24 

1,495 

2,255 

16 

24 

+8 

25-44 

2,874 

3,227 

31 

35 

+4 

45-65 

2,478 

1,563 

27 

17 

-10 

65  and  over 

1,424 

1,198 

15 

13 

-2 

Total 

9,204 

9,271 

99 

100 

♦Census  track  0203  not  included. 
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Change  In  Age  Distribution  for  Beacon  Hill  by  Census  Tract 

1960-1970 


I960 


Census  Tract  201 

Percent  Composition  by  Age 
1970 I960 1970 Change 


Under  5 

143 

181 

3 

3 

- 

5-19 

374 

453 

7 

8 

+  1 

20-24 

761 

1,026 

14 

19 

+5 

25-44 

1,586 

2,074 

30 

38 

+8 

45-65 

1,548 

950 

29 

17 

-12 

65&0ver 

876 
5,288 

759 
5,443 

17 

14 

$9 

-3 

Total 

100 

Age  Distribution 


I960 


Census  Tract  202 

Percent  Composition  by  Age 
1970  I960         1970         Change 


Under  5 

140 

113 

4 

3 

-1 

5-19 

276 

281 

7 

7 

- 

20-24 

734 

1,229 

19 

32 

+13 

25-44 

1,288 

1,153 

33 

30 

-3 

45-65 

930 

613 

24 

16 

-8 

65&0ver 

548 
3,916 

439 
3,828 

14 
161 

II 

99 

-3 

Total 

The  Increase  of  the  youth  population  was  greater  in  tract  202,  where  Its 
percent  of  composition  Increased  by  \5%,    In  tract  201  It  Increased  by  5?.  The 
decline  of  the  middle-aged  (25-65  Year),  more  pronounced  In  tract  202  (-11^)  than 
In  201  (-4/'-).  The  decrease  of  elderly  representation  was  egually  felt  In  both 
areas. 
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Marital  Status  Census  Tract  0201  and  0202. 


I960 

Pop . 1 4 
Yrs.&Older 

Married 

$ 

Slnqle 

% 

Once  Married 

i 

Boston 

534,331 

278,836 

51 

178,751 

33 

81,744 

15 

Beacon  HI  1 1 

8,677 

2,726 

31 

4,593 

53 

1,358 

16 

Census  Tract 

201 

5,036 

1,575 

31 

2,722 

54 

739 

15 

Census  Tract 

202 

3,641 

1,151 

32 

1,871 

52 

619 

17 

1970 

Pop. 14 
Yrs.&Older 

Married 

% 

SInqle 

^ 

Once  Married 

i 

Boston 

496,979 

215,901 

43 

196,383 

40 

84,695 

17 

Beacon  HI  II 

8,675 

2,430 

28 

5,021 

58 

1,224 

14 

Census  Tract 

201 

5,052 

1,557 

31 

2,790 

55 

705 

14 

Census  Tract 

202 

3,623 

873 

24 

2,231 

62 

519 

14 

Comparison  I960  and  1970  Census 


Pop . 1 4 
Yrs.&Older 

Married 

imi. 

SInqle 

imi 

.  Once  Married  ^Di 

Boston 

-37,352 

62,935 

-8 

+17,632 

a: 

+2,951       +2 

Beacon  Hill 

-2 

-296 

-3 

+428 

+5 

-134       -2 

Census  Tract 

201 

+  16 

-18 

0 

+68 

+  1 

-34       -1 

Census  Tract 

202 

-18 

-278 

-8 

+360 

+  10 

-100      -3 
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MARITAL  STATUS 

Beacon  Hill  has  a  far  smaller  percentage  of  married  persons  (28?)  than  does 
Boston  as  a  whole  (43^).  Single  Individuals  make-up  585  of  the  Beacon  Hill 
population  and  A0%   of  the  Boston  population.  The  not  married,  those  who  are 
single  and  once  married  account  for  72^  of  the  Beacon  HI  1 1  population.  There 
are  more  than  2  1/2  times  as  many  not  married  persons  as  married. 

The  past  decade  has  seen  an  Increase  of  single  persons  (5?)  especially 
In  the  tract  0202  area:  {+\0%).     The  marital  status  distribution  for  tract 
0201,  however,  did  not  change  significantly  during  the  last  10  years,  there 
being  a  0%   and  a  +\%   change  In  the  number  of  married  and  single  Individuals 
respectively. 


03 

CHANGE 

IN 

RACE  DISTRIBUTION 

• 

FOR 

BEACON  HILL 

1960-1970 

White 

I960 

9051 

%   of  Total 

"9^.2" 

1970 

9018 

%   of  Total 

DIf. 
-53 

Non-white 

153 

1.8 

253 

2.1 

+  100 

Total 

9204 

100^ 

9271 

100^ 

+67 

55  of  Change 

+63% 
+  .\% 

*   Census  tract  0203  not  tnclueded. 

The  non-white  population,  being  only  \ .8%   of  the  total  population  In  I960  and 
2.\%   In  1970  Increased  by  a  mere  .5%   through  the  decade.  However,  though  the 
Increase  was  slight.  It  was  a  visible  Increase,  since  non-whites  Increased  by 
65/b  In  actual  number  (from  153  to  253).  Seen  from  another  perspective,  the  ratio 
of  non-white  to  white  In  I960  was  1:59;  In  1970  the  ratio  was  1:36. 

SEX  BY  CENSUS  TRACTS  201  and  202 


Male 

I960 
4I-/5 

i 

of  Total 

1970 
4307 

%   of  Totdl 

46$:; 

DIf. 
+  132 

% 

of  Chanae 
+3.2 

Fema 1 o 

5029 

55% 

4964 

54^ 

-65 

-1.3 

Total 

9204 

100^ 

9271 

100^ 

+67f. 

+  .1 

*  Census  Tract  0203  not  Included. 

After  10  years,  the  percent  by  which  the  male  population  Increased  was 
2  1/2  times  the  percent  by  which  the  female  population  decreased. 
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2.  Population  Density 


Since  1960,  the  population  density  on  Beacon  Hill  which  decreased  in  absolute 
number  by  -3.2  was  accompanied  by  an  increase  in  housing  unit  density  of  ^6.1. 
The  change  in  population  density  per  housing  unit  was  most  dramatic  In  census 
tract  202,  where  there  was  a  decrease  in  the  population  density  and  an  increase  in 
the  housing  unit  density. 

COMPARISON  OF  POPULATION  DENSITY 
IN  1960  AND  1970 
FOR  BEACON  HILL  Al«)  BOSTON 


Beacon  Hill 


TOTAL  POPULATION         TOTAL  ACREAGE 
1970        1960 
10,743      11,038      91.3 


PERSONS /ACRE 
1970        1960 
117.6       120.8 


Boston 


641.071 


698,031 


Beacon  Hill 


Census  Tract  201 


5,443 


5,288     53.5 


101.7 


98.8 


Census  Tract  202 


3,828 


3,916  25.9 


147.7 


151.1 


Census  Tract  203 


1,472 


1,834  11.9 


123.6 


154.1 
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3.  Housing  Unit  Density 


The  Interesting  fact  here  Is  that  while  In  Boston  as  a  whole  there  was 
a  slight  decrease  In  the  number  of  housing  units  over  the  decade  (2.7)  there  was 
a  net  Increase  on  Beacon  Hill  (8.8).   It  will  also  bo  noticed  that  while  201 
and  202  gained  substantially  there  was  a  considerable  loss  In  203*  (23.2) 
which  occurred  with  a  corresponding  loss  of  population. 

CHANGES  IN  HOUSING  UNITS  BETV^EEN  I960  and  1970 


I960 
238,816 

1970 
232,448 

niF. 

-6,368 

t   CHAK-GE 

Boston 

-2.7 

Deacon  Hill 

6,446 

7,011 

+565 

+8.8 

Census  Tract 

201 

2,881 

3,403 

+522 

+  18.1 

Census  Tract 

202 

2,103 

2,485 

+382 

+  18.2 

(^nsus  Tract 

203 

1,462 

1,123 

-339 

-23.2 

*see  special  note  on  census  tract  203. 
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COMPARISON  OF  H0USI^K5  UNIT  DENSITY 

IN  1960  AND  1970 

FOR  BEACON  HILL  AND  BOSTON 

Total  Housing  Units      Total  Acreage 
1970         I960 


Housing  Unlts/Acro 
1970         I960 


Beacon  HIM 

7,011 

6,446 

91.3 

76.7 

70.6 

Boston 

232,448 

233,fil6 

Beacon  HI M : 

Census  Tract  201 

3,403 

2,881 

53.5 

63.6 

53.8 

Census  Tract  202 

2,485 

2,103 

25.9 

95.9 

81.1 

Census  Tract  203 

1,125 

1,462 

11.9 

94.3 

122.8 

4.  Houalnj  Unit  and  Occupancy  Characteristics 

On  the  whole  the  ratio  of  owner  occupied  to  reurcr  occupied  to 
)  unoccupied  housing  unita  on  lieacon  Hill  did  not  chance  considerably  between 
1960  and  1970.  There  vjas  a  slight  increase  of  renter  and  unoccupied  units 
in  proportion  to  ovmer  occupied  units. 

On  the  census  tract  level,  tracts  0201  and  0202  experienced  sinilar  kinds 
of  chanse,  with  the  proportion  of  renter  occupied  units  beins  increased 
by  about  +2.5/^,  and  the  oimer  occupied  units  being  decreased  by  about  -1%. 
The  greatest  amount  of  change  occurred  in  census  tract  0203  with  a  proportional 
increase  in  unoccupied  units  of  +8.4%  and  an  accoapanying  decrease  in  renter 
occupied  units  of  7%. 

TOTAL  lIOUSIiv'G  UNITS 
OCCUPANCY  STATUS 


1960 

%  of 
100 

Total 

1970 
7011 

%of  Total 
100 

Dif. 
•♦■565 

%   Dif. 

Total  Housing  Units 

6,446 

0 

Oimcr  Occupied 

587 

9.1 

613 

8.7 

•f26 

-.4 

Renter  Occupied 

5,307 

83.3 

5844 

83.4 

+477 

+.1 

Unoccupied 

492 

CENSUS 

7.6 

;  TRACT 

'  201 

554 

7.9 

+62 

+.3 

Total  housing 

1960 

2,ciul 

%  of  ' 
100 

Total 

1970 
3,403 

%  of_ 
100 

Total 

Dif. 
+522 

%  Dif. 
0 

Owner  Occupied 

396 

13.7 

437 

12.8 

+41 

-.9 

Renter  Occupied 

2,275 

78.3 

2.749 

80.8 

•K74 

+2.5 

Unoccupied 

210 

8.0 

217 

6.4 

+7 

1.6 

Total  Housing 

CENSUS 
1960 
2103 

TRACT 
7,   of 
100 

202 
Total 

1970 
2485 

%  of 
100 

Total 

Dif. 
+382 

%  Dif. 
0 

Owner  Occupied 

139 

6.6 

139 

5.6 

0 

-1.0 

Renter  Occupied 

1804 

85.8 

2196 

88.4 

+392 

+2.6 

Unoccupied 

160 

7.6 

150 

6.0 

-10 

-1.6 

f 
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CENSUS  TRACT  203 


Total  Housing  Units  1462 
Owner  Occupied 
Renter  Occupied 
Unoccupied 


1960 
1462 

%  of 
100 

Total 

1970 
1123 

%  of 
100 

Total 

Dlf. 
-339 

X   Dif. 
0 

52 

3.6 

37 

3.3 

-15 

-.3 

1288 

88.1 

899 

80.1 

-389 

-7.0 

122 

8.3 

187 

16.7 

+65 

+8.4 

1960-1970  COilPARED 
RENTAL  CONTRACTS  OF  RENTER  OCCUPIED  UNITS 


1960 
352 

%  of  Total 
9 

1970 
119 

Z   of 
2 

Total 

Dif. 

%  Dif. 

Less  Than  $60.00 

-233 

-7 

$60-79 

844 

21 

373 

8 

-471 

-13 

$80-99 

895 

22 

413 

8 

-482 

-14 

$100-149 

1205 

30 

1520 

31 

+315 

+1 

$150  &  Over 

709 

17 

2457 

50 

+1748 

+33 

Ko  Cash  Rent 

74 

2 

59 

_1 

-15 

-1 

Total 

A079 

101 

A941 

100 

+362 

VALUE  OF  OWNER  OCCUPIED  UNITS 


Under  $5000. 

1960 
0 

Z   of  ' 
0 

Total 

1970 

1 

Z   of  Total 
0 

Dlf. 
+1 

%  Dif. 

$5000-9999. 

7 

1 

2 

1 

-5 

- 

$10,000-14,999 

42 

9 

3 

1 

-39 

-8 

$15,000-19,999 

55 

11 

1 

0 

-54 

-11 

$20,000-24,999 

41 

8 

7 

3 

-34 

-5 

$25,000  &  Over 

346 

70 

258 

95 

-88 

+25 

Total 

491 

99 

272 

100 

-219 

70 

REJfTER  CONTTRACT S 

Th©  actual  number  of  occupied  units  rented  for  S99.00  or  loss  decreased 
by  1186  and  proportionally  decreased  by  -445^.  Occupied  units  rented  for 
SIOO.OO  and  more  Increased  In  absolute  number  by  2063,  and  proportionally  by 
+44;^ 
VALUE  OF  OV.'NER  OCCUPIED 

Ito  Corranent 

1970  HOUSING  UNITS  CHARACTERISTICS 

Description 

Total  Housing  Units 

Owner  Occupied 

Renter  Occupied 

Vacant  Housing  Units 

One  Unit  Structures 

Units  VJIth  CcmplQto   3^086  52.4      2,122   35.03 
Plumbing 

Renter  Contracts  of  Renter  Occupied  Units 


rack  0201 

Track  0202 

3,404 

57.8:! 

2,485 

42. 2r 

437 

7.42 

138 

2.34 

2,749 

46.7 

2,194 

37.25 

218 

3.7 

150 

2.5 

289 

4.9 

88 

1.49 

Totals 

5,889 

-  100% 

575 

9.76 

4,943 

63.95 

368 

6c24 

377 

6.4  0 

5,200 

83.43 

Less  Than  $6C 

).00 

46   .78:^ 

73 

1.23;* 

119 

2.02:'- 

$60.00-79. 

132  2.24 

241 

4.09 

373 

6.33 

$80.00-99. 

156  2.64 

257 

4.36 

413 

7.01 

$100.00-149. 

637  10.8 

883 

14.99 

{'520 

25.81 

$150.00  and  over 

1,728  29.34 

729 

12.37 

2,457 

4I.V2 

No  Cash  Rent 

48   iei 

II 

.18 

59 

1.0 

71 


Valuo  of  Owner  Occupied  Units* 


Under  $5,000 

Trjsck 
0 

020  r 

0? 

Track 
1 

0202 
.37r 

Total 

1 

s 
.0037? 

$5,000-9,999 

0 

0 

2 

.74 

2 

.0074 

$10,000-14,999 

1 

.0037 

2 

.74 

3 

.11 

$15,000-19,999 

0 

0 

1 

.37 

1 

.0037 

$20,000-24,999 

3 

.oil 

4 

I.9. 

7 

.026 

$25,000  and  over 

207 

76.0 

5! 

18.75 

258 

94 

.85 

Totals 

211 

77.57 

61 

22.43 

272 

lOOf 

•  Note:  This  section  has  to  be  considered  separately  because  there  Is  no  common 
base  for  comparison'  because  of  conflicting  totals. 


I960  HOUSir;G  UNITS  CHARACTERISTICS 


Description 

Total  Housing  Units 

Owner  Occupied 

Renter  Occupied 

Vacant  Housing  Units 

On©  Unit  Structures 

Units  V.'ith  Complete 
Plumbing 

Rental  Contracts  of  Renter  Occupied  Units 


Tract 

0201 

Track 

0202 

2,881 

57.75r. 

2,107 

42.25? 

396 

7.93 

139 

2.78 

2,275 

45.6 

1,804 

56.16 

210 

4.21 

164 

3.23 

363 

7.27 

130 

2.6 

2,637 

52.86 

1 ,906 

38.21 

Less  than  560.00 
$60.00-79. 
$80.00-99. 
$100.00-149. 
SI50.00  and  over 
No  Cash  Rent 


124  2.48? 

276  5.53 

378  7.57 

764  15.31 

667  13.37 

66  I .32 


228  4.57? 

568  11.38 

517  10.36 

441  0.84 

42  .84 

8  .16 


Tota I s 

4,988  ICO? 

535 
4,079 

374 

493 
4,543 


IC.72 

81.77 

7.49 

9.88 

91.07 


352 

7.05? 

844 

16.92 

895 

17.94 

,205 

24.15 

709 

14.21 

74 

1.48 

72 
Value  of  Owner  Occupied  Units* 


Under  $5,000 

Track  0201 
0 

Track  0202 
+1 

Total 
+1 

$5,000-9,999. 

-3 

-2 

-5 

$10,000-14,999. 

-15 

-2A 

-39 

$15,000-19,999. 

-29 

-25 

-54 

$20,000-24,999. 

-27 

-7 

-34 

$25,000  and  over 

-1^ 

-92 

-88 

Totals 

-70 

-149 

-219 

*  Mote:  The  validity  of  the  comparison  betueen  the  1970  census  is  in  doubt 
because  of  the  discrepensics  of  the  respective  totals. 

^  Note:  The  validity  of  the  comparison  betueen  the  1960  census  is  in  doubt 
because  of  the  discrcpensies  of  the  respective  totals. 
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Value  of  Owner  Occupied  Units* 


Under  $5,000 

Track 
o 

0201 
0% 

Track  0202 

0        Of; 

Total 
0 

0$ 

$5,000-9,909 

3 

.6 

4 

.8 

7 

1.4 

$10,000-14,999 

16 

3.26 

26 

5.3 

42 

8.55 

515,000-19,999 

29 

5.9 

26 

5.3 

55 

M.2 

$20,000-24,999 

30 

6.1 

11 

2.24 

41 

8.35 

$25,000  and  over 

203 

41.34 

143 

29.12 

346 

70.46 

Totals 

281 

57.23 

210 

42.77 

491 

loo:: 

*  ttotc:  This  section  has  to  be  considered  separately  because  there  Is  no  common 
base  for  comparison  because  of  conflicting  totals. 

CaiPARED  I960,  1970  HOUSING  UNIT  CHARACTERISTICS 


Description 

Track  0201 

Track  0202 

Total 

Total  Housing  Units 

+523 

+378 

+901 

Owner  Occupied 

+41 

-1 

+40 

Renter  Occupied 

+474 

+390 

+864 

Vacant  Houslnc]  Units 

+8 

-14 

-6 

One  Unit  Structures 

-74 

-42 

-116 

Units  With  Complete 
Plumbing 

+449 

+216 

+665 

Rental  Contracts  of 

Renter  Occupied 

Units 

Less  than  $60.00 

-78 

-155 

-233 

S60. 00-79 

-144 

-327 

-471 

$80.00-99. 

-222 

-260 

-482 

$100.00-149. 

-127 

+442 

+315 

$150,00  and  over 

+1,061 

+687 

+I,74S 

No  Cash  Rent 

-18 

+3 

-15. 
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1960  Census: 

Tract  0201  seems  to  be  a  more  affluent  area  than  Tract  0202  because: 

1,.  There  are  more  single  unit  structures  in  Tract  0201  than  in  Tract  0202. 

2.  There  are  more  housing  units  with  complete  plumbing  In  Tract  0201  than 
In  Tract  0202. 

3.  There  are  more  renters  paying  more  in  Tract  0201  than  in  Tract  0202. 

0201  0202 

100.00  to  150.00      764  A41 

150.00  and  over       667  42 

4.  The  value  of  owner  occupied  units  is  higher  in  Tract  0201  than  in 

Tract  0202. 

0201  0202 

15,000  to  19,000       29  26 

20,000  to  24,000       30  11 

25,000  and  over       203  143 

1970  Census: 
Tract  0201  seems  to  be  a  more  affluent  area  than  Tract  0202  because: 

1.  There  are  more  single  unit  structures  in  Tract  0201  than  in  Tract  0202. 

2.  There  are  more  housing  units  with  complete  plumbing  in  Tract  0201  than 
in  Tract  0202. 

3.  There  are  more  renters  paying  more  in  Tract  0201  than  in  Tract  0202. 

0201  0202 

150.00  and  over      1728  "729 

4.  The  value  of  owner  occupied  units  is  higher  in  Tract  0201  than  in 

Tract  0202. 

0201  0202 

25,000  and  over       207  51 

Comparison  of  1960  and  1970  Census: 

A.  The  rise  in  the  amount  of  renter  occupied  units  is  probably  due  to 

the  conversion  of  74  single  unit  structures  in  Tract  0201  and 

'       the  conversion  of  42  single  unit  structures  in  Tract  0202.  Also 

the  rise  in  the  amount  of  renter  occupied  units  is  probably 
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due  to  the  overall  renovation  of  6  vacant  housing  units  between 
Tract  0201  and  Tract  0202. 

B.  The  rise  in  rental  contracts  between  the  1960  and  1970  Census 
is  probably  due  to  inflation. 

C.  Tract  0201  seems  to  be  a  more  affluent  area  than  Tract  0202  for 
the  reasons  cited  in  the  1960  Census  and  1970  Census. 

5.  Census  Tract  203:  A  Special  Note 

As  noted,  Beacon  Hill  over  the  decade  experienced  an  8.8  percent 
Increase  in  housing  units  and  a  2.6  percent  loss  in  population. 
However  when  tract  203  is  isolated  some  interesting  facts  emerge. 
The  largest  single  change  occurring  on  the  Hill  during  the  decade  was  . 
in  this  tract  which  experienced  a  23.2  percent  loss  of  housing  units 
with  a  19.7  percent  corresponding  loss  of  population.  This  large 
change  has  affected  the  net  change  figures  of  the  Hill  as  a  whole. 
Some  reasons  for  this  change  might  be  as  follows: 

1.  1961-62  Suffolk  University  acquired  property  on  Upper  Temple  (Cite 
of  new  building) . 

2.  1964-65  fire  occurred  at  32  and  34  Hancock  Street.  These  buildings 
remain  unoccupied. 

3.  Suffolk  University  acquired  property  at  56  Temple  Street  and 
occupied  it  in  1971. 

4.  Lower  end  of  Bowdoin  Street  from  Cambridge  halfway  up  was  renovated 
at  approximately  the  same  time  as  the  government  center  was  being 
completed.  The  opposite  of  subdivision  occurred  here.  Two  large 
buildings  were  renovated  and  apartments  built  with  the  loss  of 
rooming  house  population. 

5.  Hancock  Street  continues  to  be  unattractive  and  transient  with 
mostly  rooming  houses. 

6.  The  lower  end  of  Joy  Street  from  Myrtle  to  Cambridge  is  probably 
unchanged  with  apartments  predominating. 
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7.  There  Is  some  cor.anerclal  use  of  upper  Mt.  Vernon  that  came  into 
existence  over  the  decade. 

8.  Some  new  conaaerical  use  of  Upper  Joy  Street  (Law  Offices)  with  Joy 
near  Beacon  continuing  to  hold  service  oriented  clientele  (Social 
Work,  church  related,  etc.  activities). 

Although  the  area  has  changed  over  the  decade  with  a  net  loss  of  both 
housing  units  and  people,  it  appears  to  have  changed  for  the  better,  *  with 
the  substantial  loss  taking  place  among  rooming  rooming  house  areas  and 
clientele.  This  has  been  an  area  in  transition  and  presumably  will  continue 
to  be  80,  We  would  expect  increased  commercial  and  service  oriented  use. 

The  existence  of  Suffolk  University,  the  Government  Center  and  the  State 

House  seems  to  ensure  this  possibility. 

*If  our  criteria  are  esthetics 
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6.   Sample  Data  Excluding  Individual  and  Family  Characteristics 

1.  One  third  of  the  sample  belongs  to  voluntary  organizations  on 
Beacon  Hill  and  the  Immediate  area.  With  social,  political  and 
economic  related  groups  of  the  most  Interest  and  Involvement. 

2.  61  percent  of  the  sample  Is  aware  of  both  the  BHCA  and  Hill  House. 

3.  Neither  the  BHCA  or  Hill  House  Is  seen  as  terribly  effective. 

4.  71  percent  said  they  would  be  willing  to  consider  the  possibility  or 
In  fact  Join  a  community  action  group. 

5.  77  percent  agreed  that  students  should  be  encouraged  to  Join 
and  participate  In  community  affairs  and  action  groups. 

6.  90  percent  Indicated  concern  about  what  happens  In  the  Deacon  Hill 
community. 

7.  21  percent  read  the  Beacon  Hill  News  regularly. 

8.  75  percent  voted  from  1-8  times  In  the  last  four  years  with  38 
percent  voting  at  almost  every  occasion. 

9.  Two  thirds  expressed  an  opinion  about  urban  renewal  In  the  area. 
Opinion  for  and  against  was  about  evenly  split. 

10.  50  percent  shop  at  the  Charles  River  Park  Plaza  on  a  regular  basis. 
On  sample  does  not  depend  on  Charles  St.  but  does  frequent  It  more 
during  the  week  that  Charles  River  Park.  Haymarket  Sq.  Is  the  *■ 
furtherest  regular  stop  made. 

11.  Excluding  private  health  care  (which  accounted  for  56  percent) 
27  percent  Indicated  a  dependence  on  MGH. 

12.  62  percent  Indicated  some  use  of  the  LIndemann  Center  with  27  percent 
uselng  It  "very  often." 
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13,  The  quality  of  munclpal  services  In  general  on  Beacon  Hill  are  seen  as 
poor.  Side  walk  and  street  cleaning  head  the  list  of  grievances  followed 
by  snow  removal  activities,  recreation  facilities  (both  lack  and 
quality),  parking  regulations  enforcement,  public  elementary  education 
and  police  protection.  Given  a  good  to  excellent  rating  were  In  order: 
trash  collection,  fire  protection,  public  transportation  and  street 

I Ightlng. 

14.  36  percent  felt  positive  about  students  on  Beacon  HIM,  17  percent  were 
negative  In  their  response. 

15,  As  to  Improvement  on  the  HIM,  physical  environment  and  munclpal 
services  rank  one  and  tvra. 

16.  A  majority,  55  percent,  stated  their  Intention  to  remain  In  the  Beacon 

HIM  community  with  only  15  percent  Indicating  a  definite  Intention  to 
leave. 
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Part  IV 
Conclusions 
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Although  It  Is  next  to  impossible  to  present  a  "clear"  picture  of  Beacon 
Hill  or  a  profile  of  the  "average"  Beacon  Hill  resident  because  of  the 
diversity  of  the  Hill  and  its  population,  we  are  however  forced  into  making 
some  interesting  generalizations  based  upon  the  integration  of  census  and  sample 
data.  What  comes  to  our  attention  immediately  is  the  comparative  youthfulness 
and  mobility  of  the  population.  At  first  glance,  one  would  conclude  that  Beacon 
Hill  is  highly  transient,  however  a  more  thorough  analysis  of  our  data,  we 
think,  would  bring  other  conclusions.  While  it  is  true  that  tracts  202  and  203 
encompassing  our  areas  E  and  D  are  distinctly  different  from  201  we  would  still 
hold  there  generalizations  across  the  Hill  to  be  valid.  We  choose  to  talk  in 
terms  of  mobility  rather  than  transiency  about  the  Hill  s5.nce  the  randomness, 
dislocation  and  alientatlon  associated  with  transiency,  although  it  does  exist 
on  the  Hill,  does  not  in  our  opinion,  c!  iracterize  it.  We  have  affirmed  this 
mobility  through  both  censur-  and  sample  data.  Of  the  population,  83  percent 
are  renters  (85  percent  in  the  sample).  And  althoush  owner  occupancy  decreased 
slightly  over  the  decade,  there  was  a  net  increase  in  housing  units.  More  will 
be  said  later  on  this  point.  However,  it  will  also  be  recalled  that  the  median 
residency  of  2-5  years  with  30  percent  of  the  sample  having  been  in  residency  more 
than  5  years  appears  to  give  the  Hill  a  sufficient  amount  of  continuity  and 
stability.  The  modal  picture  emerging  then,  is  of  a  young,  mostly  single 
physically  and  socially  mobile  population  who  have  been  attracted  to  the  Beacon 
Hill  community  because  of  occupational  and  educational  pursuits  and  because  of 
Its  convenience  and  accessiblity  to  the  city  as  a  whole.  This  does  not  discount 
the  "qualntness"  and  historicity  of  the  Hill  which  also  make  It  inviting. 

Demographlcally  and  ecologically,  the  picture  Is  hopeful.  Over  the  decade 
there  was  a  small  net  Increase  in  housing  units  with  owner  and  renter  occupancy 
ratios  remaining  about  the  same.  As  noted,  the  largest  single  change  occurring 
on  the  Hill  was  In  tract  203  with  a  23.2  percent  loss  of  housing  units  and  a 
corresponding  loss  of  19.7  percent  in  population. 
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This  can  be  explained  (see  separate  summary  on  tract  203,  Page  76)  and  in 
perspective  has  not  been  that  important  a  change  to  the  Hill  as  a  whole.  As 
noted  in  our  separate  summary,  this  change  was  probably  inevitable  and  perhaps 
for  the  better.  For  Beacon  Hill  as  a  whole  there  was  an  8.8  percent  increase 
in  housing  units  and  a  2.6  percent  loss  of  population  and  while  the  density  of 
housing  units  per  acre  Increased  the  number  of  people  per  acre  decreased, 
improving  somewhat  the  density  problem.  This  we  feel  is  an  important  factor  in 
view  of  future  planning  and  redevelopment. 

And  finally  regarding  our  sample  of  the  activities  and  opinions  of  Beacon 
Hill  residents,  an  overriding  theme  emerges,  that  being  the  rather  consistent 
strain  toward  stability  and  social  integration  in  the  Beacon  Hill  community.  We 
are  referring  here  not  to  racial  integration  but  to  the  sociological  concept 
which  refers  to  inclusion  or  the  feeling  on  the  part  of  a  group  or  category  of 
people  that  they  are  visible  and  have  an  Identity  relative  to  other  groups. 
We  do  not  want  to  overstate  this  because  we  have  already  indicated  that  we  do  not 
feel  that  Beacon  Hill  is  a  community  in  the  traditional  sense  of  this  understand- 
ing. However,  as  surprising  as  it  may  be  to  many,  the  data  Is  unmlstakeably 
clear  in  this  direction.  We  found  a  fairly  high  level  of  awareness  and  involve- 
ment in  voluntary  associations  and  large  response  about  willingness  to  get 
involved  in  community  affairs  and  action  groups.  Our  sample  seemed  very  well 
educated,  informed  and  interested  in  local  affairs.  They  are  also  active  in 
exercising  the  franchise.  We  found  the  consumer  habits  of  our  sample  to  be  quite 
localized  as  well.  And  finally,  we  found  them  concerned  and  opinionated  about  the 
physical  environment  and  municipal  services  on  the  Hill.   If  they  are  angry  about 
anything  it  is  unscroupulous  landlords,  city  inspectors  and  the  intrangience  of 
the  city  in  the  face  of  complaints  about  neglect  of  the  Hill.  They  are  not  angry 
about  students,  crime,  homosexuals  or  Universities. 

In  closing,  and  quite  fittingly,  we  feel,  in  view  of  the  emergent  theme  of 
the  study,  a  majority  of  the  sample  indicated  an  intention  of  remaining  in  the 
Beacon  Hill  community  with  only  a  small  number  indicating  a  definite  intention 
to  lp,ive. 
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